The findings from 1996 indicate that even in the face of a normal undisputed presidential election, Americans did not rate the fairness of their election particularly high compared to citizens of other established democracies. And in the shadow of the contested outcome of the 2000 American presidential race, complaints about the fairness of the election were widespread. Only the Peruvian election of 2001 was worse in this respect among the 36 national elections covered in the CSES study. One might expect that by 2002, few Americans would continue to question the fairness of Bush's election given the rise in patriotism spurred by 9/11 and the war with Iraq. However, lingering bitterness about the election remained strong, and the patterns of opinion on this question had hardened along party lines. This research note reviews and expands upon these findings.
A Comparative Perspective on Election Fairness
As part of the CSES, random samples of populations in various countries were asked the following question soon after a national election: "In some countries, people believe their elections are conducted fairly. In other countries, people believe that their elections are conducted unfairly. Thinking of the election we've just had, do you believe it was very fair, somewhat fair, neither fair nor unfair, somewhat unfair, or very unfair?" 1 Table 1 displays the results of how citizens responded to this question in a wide range of both established and developing democracies.
Ranking the countries according to the percentage that responded that their election was very fair, the U.S. election of 1996 finishes in 15th place out of 36. The perceived fairness of the Clinton-Dole contest of 1996 pales compared to that observed in a number of parliamentary elections conducted under rules of proportional representation (PR). All of the countries in which elections were rated as very fair by at least two thirds of survey respondents employed PR. Given that the aim of PR is to distribute political power fairly according to votes received, it makes perfect sense that citizens are most likely to think an election is fair when PR is used. A presidential election, however, cannot use PR, as there is only one office to allocate. Hence, winner-take-all presidential elections are at a comparative disadvantage when it comes to being perceived as fair. Third-party voters in 1996 were the least likely to rate the election as very fair, with only 40 percent saying this, compared to 52 percent among Dole voters and 59 percent among Clinton voters. The fact that a typical Scandinavian voter was more likely to see their election as fair than even Clinton voters in 1996 indicates that perceptions of unfairness in U.S. elections involve more than sour grapes about who won and who lost. By 2000, this would be evident in spades.
Not long after the 2000 presidential election was settled, former President Jimmy Carter was asked whether he would consider monitoring the next election in Florida. He responded that he was embarrassed by what happened in the Florida election. Had the Carter Center been asked to monitor such an election, he said it would have declined because the center will not undertake such work if a country fails to follow basic procedures to guarantee the evenhandedness and integrity of elections. Based upon the survey data shown in Table 1 , President Carter was justified in his assertion that the U.S. presidential election fell below established international standards for fairness. Only 22 percent of those interviewed in the U.S. after the 2000 election said the election had been very fair. The only countries included in the CSES study for which this figure was lower were the developing democracies of Peru and Korea, politically scandal-ridden Japan, and Hong Kong under Chinese communist rule. Even more disturbing is the 37 percent of the U.S. sample who responded that the 2000 election had been either somewhat unfair or very unfair. Only the Peruvian campaign of 2000, which involved President Fujimori being reelected to a third term in violation of Peru's constitution, elicited more negative responses concerning fairness. To those who say that it is hard to imagine anything worse than what happened in the Gore-Bush contest, the Peruvian example provides an interesting counterpoint. At least Americans did not have to endure the spectacle of Clinton attempting to cling to power after his two terms were up.
Patterns of Perceived Fairness in 2000
During most of the period from November 10 to December 21, 2000 when the NES asked respondents about the fairness of the presidential election, there were many developments that could have led citizens of all political persuasions to doubt the fairness of the process. Supporters of Vice President Gore could claim based on a variety of evidence that many votes had not been counted; Governor Bush's supporters could take issue with the procedures of the recount and how the "will of the voters" was seemingly being divined by some Florida election officials; and supporters of Ralph Nader could reflect on the usual complaint of third-party voters that their votes had been "wasted." As can be seen from the 2000 NES data displayed in Table 2 , dissatisfaction with the fairness of the election was indeed all too common among all political camps.
2 All three groups were more likely to say that the election was either somewhat unfair or very unfair than the average citizen of any other established democracy other than Japan. Amazingly, even a typical Mexican respondent in 2000 was less likely to think their presidential election had been unfair than voters who cast their ballots for Bush.
Although complaints about the fairness of the U.S. presidential election were widespread among supporters of the winning as well as the losing candidates, the expected pattern of the former being more satisfied is detectable. Thirty-nine percent of Bush voters said the election had been very fair compared to just 19 percent among Gore voters and 25 percent among Nader voters. A similar set of findings can be seen by examining the patterns of perceived fairness by party identification. Because the partisanship scale reflects strength of preference as well as direction, its relationship to the fairness question is slightly greater. Nevertheless, what is most striking about the patterns in Table  2 among voting and partisan blocs is just how relatively little difference there was between politically opposing groups. The major reason these differences were not more pronounced is probably that no one could be sure who would emerge as the presidentelect during the days when the vast majority of the interviews were conducted.
If one examines the small number of interviews conducted just after the Supreme Court clearly took sides with Bush on December 9 by staying the recount, the differences between Bush and Gore voters definitely appear sharper. Among the Gore voters interviewed after that date, 59 percent thought that the election had been unfair compared to just 26 percent among Bush voters interviewed during this period.
3 This evidence of increased polarization along voting lines after the outcome became apparent presages what will be shown shortly regarding how respondents felt about the election's fairness when they were reinterviewed in 2002. But before turning to the 2002 data, several other findings in Table 2 are worth discussing. 3. The number of cases of Gore voters interviewed during this period was 32; the number of Bush interviews was the same. African-American leaders had complained about attempts to intimidate blacks from voting in some places and that black votes had been disproportionately invalidated in Florida. It is therefore no surprise to find that blacks were substantially more likely than whites or Hispanics to feel that the 2000 presidential election had been unfair. Of course, this difference is in part due to the fact that most blacks supported Gore. However, restricting the analysis to just Gore voters, it is found that blacks were 1.5 times as likely to view the election as unfair. Therefore, race clearly played an independent role in shaping judgments of fairness.
Women make up another group that was relatively unaccepting of the fairness of the 2000 election. Overall, just 47 percent of women responded that the election had been at least somewhat fair compared to 66 percent among men. The fact that women were more supportive of Gore naturally accounts for some of this difference, but by no means all of it. Male and female voters for Bush saw the election in nearly identical terms, with women being only slightly less likely to see the election as fair. However, among Gore voters, there was a clear gender gap on this issue-69 percent of males thought the election had been fair compared to just 42 percent among females. One can only speculate as to why this was the case. My best guess consists of what one might call the "we wuz robbed" theory. This phrase refers to what baseball fans often say when the umpire's call goes against their favorite team. When fans say this, they typically mean that the call was wrong, not that the game was unfair. Men, being more likely to follow baseball as well as most other sports, are perhaps more accustomed to questioning decisions that go against their side while still accepting the process as fundamentally sound.
In any event, those who were more familiar with the game of politics were more positive about the justness of the 2000 election. As can be seen at the bottom of Table 2, the more respondents followed government and public affairs the more likely they were to respond that the election had been very fair. This relationship was equally strong among Bush and Gore voters. Such a result is clearly a positive one from the perspective of evaluating our democracy. One would not want complaints about the fairness of the process to be more widespread among the most politically aware. Unfortunately, this is just what is found in the 2002 data.
Patterns of Perceived Fairness in 2002
In the pre-election wave of the 2002 NES study, people who had been interviewed in 2000 were asked, "All things considered, would you say that the 2000 presidential election was decided in a way that was fair or unfair?" Respondents were then asked whether they would say they felt this way strongly or not strongly. From these responses a 4-point scale can be created ranging from very fair to very unfair. Overall, 41 percent said that the election was very fair (i.e., it was fair and they felt this way strongly), with 19 percent saying it was fair, 8 percent unfair, and 32 percent very unfair (i.e., it was unfair and they felt strongly about this). Compared to the answers from these same individuals in 2000, the ratio of fair to unfair responses remained about the same in 2002. However, the intensity of feelings increased, with more people choosing one of the extreme points in 2002. Polarization of opinions is indeed the key theme to be taken from an analysis of the 2002 data displayed in Table 3 .
It should be emphasized that the responses to the fairness question in 2002 were obtained from the same individuals who were interviewed in 2000. Thus, it is possible to compare how people changed their minds on this subject during this period. Table 3 demonstrates a widespread lack of consistency in responses concerning the fairness of the Bush-Gore contest. Over a third of those who said the election was fair in 2000 said that it was unfair in 2002; nearly half of those who said the election was unfair in 2000 had come to think of it as fair two years later. Such inconsistency might be interpreted as a sign of superficial attitudes were it not for the changed context of the question, namely that the election outcome was uncertain when most respondents were first interviewed in 2000. As can be seen from comparing the results shown in Tables 2 and 3 , the percentage of Bush voters who thought the election had been fair increased by 21 percent, whereas among Gore voters this percentage decreased by the same amount. In 2000, strong Republicans were only 24 percent more likely to view the election as fair compared to strong Democrats; by 2002, virtually all strong Republicans thought the election had been fair by 2002 compared to less than a quarter of strong Democrats. One might expect Bush's high approval ratings in the post 9/11 environment to help ameliorate some of the hard feelings concerning how he came to power. As Table  3 displays, approval of Bush's job performance in 2002 was indeed strongly correlated with how fair respondents thought his election had been. This factor partially accounts for why Gore voters were more likely to accept the fairness of the presidential election by 2002 than Bush voters were likely to continue to question its fairness. Almost all Bush voters approved of his job performance, whereas only about two out of five Gore voters did so. Slightly more than half of the Gore voters who said they approved of Bush's handling of the presidency said that all things considered, the 2000 election had been fair compared to just 15 percent among Gore voters who disapproved of Bush's job performance.
Evaluations of Bush's handling of the presidency also help to explain why the gender gap narrowed and the racial gap widened on the fairness issue between 2000 and 2002. Women who voted for Gore were more likely than men to give him positive marks, and thus more likely to forgive and forget about the 2000 controversy. In contrast, blacks who had voted for Gore were especially negative toward Bush in 2002. Overall, an astonishing 81 percent of blacks offered the judgment that the election had been decided in an unfair way. It is hard to see Bush ever making any significant inroads among blacks given the apparent continued bitterness in the African-American community concerning how he initially came to power.
Another negative finding from Bush's perspective is that in 2002, the more closely people reported following government and public affairs the more likely they were to say that the presidential election had been unfairly decided. The best spin that could be put on this finding is that the less politically attentive were apparently quicker to forget about the controversy. However, this does not augur well for Bush ever being able to completely extinguish this brouhaha. If nearly half of those who follow governmental affairs most intently did not come around to accepting the fairness of the 2000 presidential election in the tumultuous period after 9/11, it seems unlikely they ever will during his presidency. And if many politically attentive citizens continue to question his legitimacy for a long time, it seems inevitable that many historians will do so long after his presidency is over.
Conclusion: The Need for Continuing to Monitor Perceptions of Presidential Election Fairness
The survey results reviewed in this article illustrate that the fairness of American presidential elections should not be taken for granted by analysts for the foreseeable future. The fact that respondents' ratings of the fairness of even the uncontroversial 1996 election were not impressive compared to what was found in many other established democracies indicates this is a subject that should continue to be pursued. The problems of the 2000 U.S. presidential election were certainly an aberration, leading the fairness of the election to be judged in the same league as Peru, but the 1996 data indicate there is a long way to go before U.S. elections can match the perceptions of fairness found in Scandinavia. Until that day arrives, it would be useful for scholars if the ANES continued to ask about the fairness of presidential elections in their post-election studies. And in light of the 2002 data showing the political polarization of judgments concerning the fairness of the Bush-Gore contest, it would be valuable if the ANES were to ask about this once again in the pre-election wave of the 2004 study.
